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upon her, but as the law now stands she is com-
pletely debarred from any remedy of the kind.1

The second case was of a man dying of starvation
according to the verdict of the jury at the inquest. He
and his mistress were refused outdoor relief because
they were and long had been quite monogamously
living together and yet could not legalise the tie
by reason of the present expense of divorce. This
abominable state of things is aggravated by the
tyranny of inquisition under the National Insurance
Act.

The third case is contained in the Law Reports
of The Times of the 13th May 1915, and concerned
a midwife who was, by a bureaucratic act of the
Central Midwives' Board, struck off the roll of mid-
wives on the ground that she had been guilty of mis-
conduct under Section 3, Sub-section 5, of the Mid-
wives5 Act 1902. The woman in question thus
had her livelihood taken away; but fortunately
the Lord Chief Justice allowed her appeal. She
had lived with her husband until 1909 and had had
two children; in that year she obtained a separa-
tion ordgr owing to her husband's misconduct.
The custody of the children was given to her and the
husband was ordered to pay her ten shillings a week.
But he did not obey that order and she was obliged
to earn her own living. In 1912 she cohabited with
another man by whom she had a child. In July,
1914, the Central Midwives' Board served on her
a notice that she was charged with misconduct
because she had cohabited with a man who was not
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